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April 28, 1961 


MEMORANDUM POH HR. ROSTOV 

SUBJECT: Program of Action for Vietnam 


My comments on the Task Force paper are not, of course, 
informed by detailed background on the situation in South 
Vietnam or by knowledge of the Task Force's discussion. I have 
one general concern about the paper and three more specific 
points. My general concern is that it does not seem to me to 
contain a clear program of political action for South Vietnam. 

The Political Program ^ 

\ 

Political actions are contained in pj>.4-5 and on p. 12. 

The former section deals, hdwever, largely with external 
political actions. The political problem has two elements: 

(a) strengthening political organization; and (b) dealing with 
political grievances. 

Strengthening Political Organization . It seems to me . 
that it would be desirable to spell out in much more detail' 
than is done on p. 12 exactly what political, "syndical" and - 
professional organizations we plan to strengthen and how we 
plan to strengthen them. For example, do we strengthen non- ' 
Communist opposition organizations as well as government 
political organizations? The paragraph implies (but not very 
clearly) that we will support only the latter. 


Are we clear as to our longer-run as well 
as our short-run political objectives and will adequate account 
be taken of the former in seeking to achieve the latter? 

Various statements in the report, including the material 
on the existing CIP in Annex A, seem to imply that the focus 0 
might be upon political organization at the top. This may be 
important in preventing a coup in Saigon. But more important 
in dealing with the VC will be the strengthening of political 
organization at the village level and the strengthening of the 
links between village level political organization and district 
and higher level organization. 

The lack of a more precise definition of political actions 
to be taken may suggest that we are not at all clear as to 
what those actions should be. In any event, it seems to me 
that the. President ought to have an opportunity to review these 
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actions in some detail and should not just give carte blanche 
to CIA through the approval of such a broad directive as is 

contained on p. 12. 

Politic* 1 Grievances . Is the political objective of the GVH 
for which public support is to be sought too narrowly defined 
in par* 2-a on p. 4? Should the Vietnamese government be 
presented simply as .one "dedicated to resisting Communist 
aggression"? Surely the rest of the paper argues that much 
more is required* Perhaps the point is semantic, but I fear 
that if Defense and CIA are going to be primarily responsible 
for implementation, they may be inclined to just such a narrow 

view* 

It may be because I do n^t have adequate knowledge of the 
relationship between the prqposals in the paper and the situation 
in Viet Nam, but it seems to me that they may not be baaed upon 
an adequate analysis of the real political grievances of the 
people. (There is no* analysis of this problem in the paper 
itself.) The paper tends to assume implicitly, as I fear so 
much of our thinking does, that those grievances are primarily, 
economic and of a kind that can be dealt with by additional 
aid projects that we or the central government consider relevant. 
To. what extent, for example, is "the squeeze" by local officials 
of the central government a source of resentment. (Vide, t he 
Alsop article on the political reforms introduced in the model 
province he visited.) Also, it is stated in Annex A that we 
have been assured that labor for community development is now 
compensated, except where the villagers themselves benefit 
directly. Do we know that this is in fact the case? How 
narrowly is "direct benefit" defined? 

It strikes me in reading Annex A that the GVN has been 
least cooperative in the political area. One would expect * 
this. I agree with Bob Komer that we ought to put real pressure 
on Diem for action on such matters. In addition, are there 
ways that incentives can be used to this end.? Are there actions 
we can take that will both strengthen the political situation^ 
a -nil induce the GVN to take parallel action? * 

For example, have we given thought to the possibility of 
substantial support for a local community development effort 
which would support our objective of decentralization of the 
government by making available significant aid funds for local 
use on the basis of local determination of need? (The proposal 
in par. 4-b on p»7 suggests a centralized administration of 
local development. Such an administration would, of course, 
be more consistent with the existing inherited colonial 
administrative system f but is not consistent with the CIP 
objective of decentralization (par. 1, p. 3 of Annex A). 
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Specific Questions 


Par. ^d. p; 5 - Would it be desirable to rely indefinitely;: 
upon mobile radar rather than upon "permanent installations 
which might be much more vulnerable . to attack? , . 

Par SI. p. 9 - I have always been somewhat skeptical of 
the "show-place" concept in underdeveloped countries like 
Vietnam where . communications are so inadequate. I am not at all 
convinced that the psychological effects of such projects extend 
very far into the countryside. Wouldn*t it be desirable instead 
to concentrate on a larger number of smaller, less spectacular, 

projects? • 


'Par* 6a. v* Id 
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